group. The study gives background information about the nurses and traces connections between them and their employers. It also questions our assumptions about what lay behind the widespread use of wet-nurses at this social level.
The wet-nurses to be looked at are those employed by Sir Roger Townshend of Raynham, a leading member of the Norfolk upper gentry. In 1627, Sir Roger married Mary Vere, the daughter of the famous military commander Sir Horace Vere.7 The wedding took place in London, but soon afterwards the couple moved to Norfolk, where they made their home at Stiffkey Hall on the north Norfolk coast, while the family seat at Raynham was being rebuilt.8 Over the next ten years, the marriage produced nine children, including one stillbirth and one posthumous child baptized some nine months after her father's death (table 1) .
Like most seventeenth-century gentlewomen, Mary Townshend did not breastfeed her own babies but hired a wet-nurse instead.9 Material relating to the employment of these wet-nurses can be found in the Stiffkey Stewards Book and in a series of account books kept by Sir Roger's personal servant, John Maddock.'0 Additional material is provided by local parish registers and by other documents in the Townshend archive. A. Hassell Smith's work on Stifficey during the time of Sir Nathaniel Bacon (Sir Roger Townshend's grandfather) has also proved useful." The Powdiches too were a family of yeoman farmers. Ann Powdich's husband, Richard, was a younger son who in 1623 had inherited all his mother's "howses, landes, and tenementes" in Morston, together with "four acres of freeland" in Langham.24 Ann Powditch herself brought a portion of eighty pounds to the marriage.25
But the wet-nurses had far more in common with each other than simply their social backgrounds. Of the three who can be positively identified, all had previously been servants at Stiffkey Hall. Elizabeth Hodges, formerly Elizabeth Rickett, had been taken on as a servant when Sir Roger and Lady Mary married in 1627, and had stayed with them until her own marriage a year or so later.26 Dorothy Tubbing, formerly Dorothy Jarman, had worked at the Hall between 1631 and 1633, when she too left to be married.27 The case of Ann Powditch, formerly Ann Jeffreys, is rather different. Ann had probably grown up in the household of Sir Roger's mother, Lady Anne Townshend. When she died in 1622, Lady Anne bequeathed a legacy of thirty pounds to her servant Mrs Jeffreys-presumably Ann's mother-and ten pounds to Ann.28
Ann was then taken on at Stiffkey, probably as servant to Sir Roger's sister, Anne Spelman, and remained there until her marriage to Richard Powditch in 1623/4.29
As former servants, these three wet-nurses would have been very well-known to the Townshends, especially because there was not at this time the same gulf between the gentry and their servants as was to develop later on.30 In Sir Roger Townshend's time, servants still shared some of the living space used by the family rather than being hidden away in separate quarters, so the family came to know them well.31 Servants were also quite literally part of the family, the term "family" having rather different connotations then than it does today. In the seventeenth century, the words "family" and "household" were used interchangeably. As head of the household, Sir Roger stood in loco parentis to his servants.32 When maidservants married, it was therefore usually Sir Roger who paid the bills for the celebrations. The scale ofwhat he provided can be judged by the six and three quarter gallons of "claret wyne" ordered for Dorothy Jarman's wedding, and the "eighty persons att dynner", "over sixty persons att supper" when Ann Powditch married.33 When Ann Powdich married, it was also Sir Roger Townshend who negotiated her marriage agreement and paid over the eighty pounds for her portion.34
But there is another sense too in which female servants can be seen as part of the family, for some acted as companions to Even after her servants married and left, Lady Mary seems often to have kept in contact with them. In 1632 she sent ten shillings to the christening of Elizabeth Hodges's daughter,39 and in 1634 she had a visit at the Hall from Dorothy Tubbing who was by this time married with a child of her own.40 Significantly, both Elizabeth Hodges and Dorothy Tubbing named their first-born daughters "Mary" (table 2) . Former servants, then, were women whom Lady Mary knew personally and could trust. As such, her employment of them as wet-nurses was simply an extension of their previous role within the household. Ann Powdich, though, had been a servant before the Townshends married, so she could not have been known personally to Lady Mary. Sir Roger, however, would have watched Ann growing up in his mother's household and would have known her character well.
According to the account books, Townshend babies were wet-nursed until they were about a year old, nurses receiving a wage of ten pounds a year, usually paid half-yearly.41 In addition, nurses could expect to be given presents of money at the christening.42 These earnings compare very favourably with the three pounds a year paid to Elizabeth Hodges and Dorothy Jarman when they were employed as servants before they were married,43 although as servants they would have received board and lodging as well. Whether they also received board and lodging as wet-nurses, is difficult to judge. In general, it is thought that only royalty and members of the upper aristocracy employed living-in wet-nurses, other families keeping nurses with them only until the baby was baptized.44 It also seems unlikely that a wet-nurse would have wanted to live in, given that she would have had domestic responsibilities of her own. In the Townshend household, the steward arranged for repairs to the nursery windows at around the time the first baby was born, suggesting that in the early weeks the wet-nurse was in residence.45 Subsequently he bought pins for the use of both Lady Mary and the nurse and, two months after the baby was baptized, "a new bedcorde for the bedd in the nursserie".46 This suggests that the nurse remained in residence for some while. It may be, however, that the situation was not clear-cut. A wet-nurse who lived locally, particularly a former servant, would have found it quite easy to live at home and yet still spend some time at the Hall. It may also be that special arrangements were made for this first baby, because he was the family heir.47
But whether she lived in or not, a Townshend wet-nurse was certainly well-paid.48 Her work also carried with it a degree of prestige since the Townshends were so important locally.49 Close links with Sir Roger, who wielded considerable power, could only be beneficial both to the wet-nurse and her family. And the Townshend babies too would, in turn, grow up to be influential in their own right.50 There was every incentive then-ifincentive were needed-for the Townshend wet-nurses to take very good care of their charges. That they did so is evident from Yet although the Townshends chose their wet-nurses with care, they did not apparently choose them according to the prevailing wisdom of the day. Fildes tells us that in sixteenth-and seventeenth-century medical literature, the sex of the nurse's own baby was considered very important. Variously, writers advised either that the nurse's child should be a boy, because mother of boys produced better quality milk, or else that it should be the same sex as the baby to be suckled, to prevent inappropriate sexual characteristics transmitted in milk.52 As table 1 indicates, the Townshends seem to have paid little attention to either theory. Nor do they seem to have worried much about the age of the nurse's baby. This was another matter on which contemporary advice books had much to say, there being a dispute as to whether a mother's milk improved or deteriorated as her baby grew older.53 At the time of their initial appointment however, wet-nurses to the Townshend family had babies ranging from as little as a few weeks old to as much as six or eight months (table 1) .54 It was presumably more important for the Townshends that a wet-nurse was well-known to them and considered trustworthy, than that she should have a baby of a particular sex or age.
As well as providing background material about individual wet-nurses, the Townshend material can also be used to illustrate the way in which prolonged breastfeeding delayed conception.55 Lady Mary, who put her babies out to nurse rather than feeding them herself, produced a child almost every year. Her wet-nurses, who probably suckled their own babies for two years or more, and sometimes other babies besides, produced children only every two or three years (tables 1 and 2).56 So, by employing wet-nurses, gentlewomen like Lady Mary condemned themselves to almost yearly childbirth, a gruelling and very debilitating prospect.57 Why they should have allowed themselves to be put in this situation when there was an obvious remedy close to hand, is difficult to say. But it is impossible to believe that gentlewomen simply did not notice ordinary women giving birth less often, nor is it likely that they had not worked out for themselves the reason why.58
One of the explanations most often put forward to explain why wet-nurses continued to be used by the upper classes of this period, despite the disadvantages, is 51 The main problem with the explanations put forward so far, however, is that they take no account of love and affection. Yet there is ample evidence, from at least the sixteenth century onwards, of husbands and wives who cared for each other very much. And when a wife was pregnant her husband knew the risks involved.65 In such a marriage, then, pregnancy and childbirth might be almost as harrowing for the husband as for the wife. Sir Roger Townshend, who was often away from Norfolk, especially during the early years of the marriage, managed always to be home with his wife when her delivery was imminent.66 That he should always be there was taken for granted, the London agent writing in 1632: "I dare nott looke to see you heare before my Ladye be brought to bedd, for I knowe she lookes shortlye".67 This sentiment is echoed elsewhere in the archive as well. Another Norfolk gentleman, Philip Woodhouse, wrote from Thetford in 1636/7: "Sir, I must entreat to be excused from coming to Raynham for some four days. My wife being lately brought to bedd, she remayneth still in that weaknes as I may not be absent from her".68
For a devoted husband then, the birth of a new baby was a very anxious time and he had every reason for not wanting his wife to run the risk too often. But there were other reasons a well for a husband not wishing his wife to have too many babies. In the long term especially, children could be expensive. At the level of gentry, it was not just a question of bringing up children and educating them, there was also the need to set younger sons upon suitable careers, and to provide daughters with marriage portions.69 All this could be very costly. Too many children, particularly in successive generations, could spell financial ruin for a family.70 So although there was probably a general desire for children and most especially for a son and heir, the disadvantage of excessive numbers of children must also be recognized.
But if it was in the interests of both gentlemen and their wives that births should be deliberately spaced and family size limited, it seems almost perverse of them to have used wet-nurses. It seems even more perverse when we consider that gentlewomen usually married in their teens or early twenties, some ten years earlier than women lower down the social scale.71 This meant that they were sexually active for longer than other women and, more importantly, that they were sexually active during the most fertile period of their lives.72 Given what we know of the contraceptive effects of breastfeeding and given too that early modern women must have had this knowledge, there is no logic to the gentry's use of wet-nurses. Logic may have had little to do with it, however. The use of wet-nurses was traditional among the English upper classes and went back at least to medieval times.73 The thinking behind the practice may therefore have been rather more deep-seated than is sometimes allowed for. It is just possible, for instance, that over the years breastfeeding had come to be associated only with the lower orders. If so, some might have seen it as degrading for a gentlewoman to suckle her child.
But if breastfeeding was seen as degrading, this is in direct conflict with what we know of those few gentlewomen who did nurse their own children. For these women were apparently seen by contemporaries as exceptionally good mothers.74 It is also in wife's duty to nurse her own child.75 This last point poses particular problems where the Townshends are concerned, since Sir Roger Townshend is known to have been a devout puritan.76 It may be, therefore, that we have only a partial view of what lay behind the use of wet-nurses, and that there are aspects of the matter taken for granted by contemporaries, of which we are unaware.
The importance of the Townshend material is that it allows us to identify and look very closely, albeit only through the records of one family, at a type of wet-nurse not previously studied. For unlike the privately-employed nurses studied by Fildes, the Townshend nurses were almost certainly not professionals, there being little call for professional wet-nurses along the north Norfolk coast. Given that most gentry children would have been brought up on country estates, however, the Townshend nurses probably represent a not insignificant proportion of early modern wet-nurses as a whole.
The Townshend material is also important for the details it provides about the relationship between the women employed as wet-nurses and the Townshend family themselves. That these women were well-known to the family and had been so over a period of years, suggests that they were chosen with considerable care. This in turn undermines any notion which links the employment of a wet-nurse automatically with parental indifference and neglect.77 As such, this material adds further weight to previous criticisms of the work of Lawrence Stone.78
So far, the Townshend material is the first to suggest that the gentry might have chosen former servants to be wet-nurses. Whether this material is typical, awaits the publication of comparable research. Given the difficulties of tracing former servants though, and the time-consuming detective work involved, such information is only likely to become available as a by-product of a detailed family study.79 Similarly,
